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~ THIRKING ABOUT OUR SCHOOL:
THE ENVIRGINMENTAL PERCEPTIONS APPROACH
0 CURRICULUM INQUIRY AND IMPROVEMENT

Something 'is mtssing whe*_teacﬁers ta]k»about curriculum. In loumges
or 1unchr0@ms, teacwmsrs grumb e about what cannot change or what cannot be
done, then turn to =mtters lise houses, cars, or sportéQ-preoccupations dis-
t2nt]: related to eweryday scnool 1ife tha* often reflect a gnawing sense of
low sif-esteem am professiona! status. The fleeting, September excitement
=nd commicment that come from fee ing that one is responsible and capable of
¢. riculum improveme¥Z rapidly ffage as the schoo1 year progresses. In those
some few places where school ser~tyags permit dialogwes among adulss, teachers
a¥so prepame for negotiations or Trievances; and promiematic sitwations come
t0 be viewed as the ‘fallt of semsmne rather than as # mnnsequenée of processes
ch;racterl_ing a particular sock=. crganization: In - «ch immobilized environ-
nents , comfﬂ{ct is ‘s&2n as the omiy =wenue to curricuium cﬁange, and conflict
svwaidance 'with its terrible indiFFererce and lack of cammitment becomes a
regllictic way of 7= for many administrators and tearners.

"he strained melity of curriculum diaiugue ig schrools is not the fault
of wschers or admiwistrazors. It reflects both the way educators think about
¢ " alum and the limjfs schools placa on teéchers' responsibilities f6r
corr tulem decision-making. In schools, current conceptions of curriculum
comsign tive teacher to a peripheral rs]é; and the procesé of curriéu]um change
requares ‘be.cher representatibn only as a matter of form o; courtesy, not
subsizmce . Impnrtant CUrriculuh deéisicns are made by people who aré_far
remvest from the day-to-day rea]ify of the classroom, and whe are without’
curret data ahnué individual students. In effgét, teachers peréeive that -
they are usually in a position of accepting or rejecting what_others have

decided for them. This passive or reactive pqsition'is feinfqrcea by the way
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the school schedule jsolates teachers from each other and from pr1nc1pa]s,

leaving them to cope 1no1v1dua11y or in small interest groups with their

' curr1cu1um d1ff1cu1t es, and to ce]ebrate silently their successes, Iso]ated,

in passive or reactive pos1tlons, “teachers and administrators engage in tirad
or dispirited curriculum d1aloques that allow curriculum practices that could
be reformed to persist 1n a preereflect1ve, dreamlike state_where they loom
as the unshakeable givens of school 1ife.

If the school curriculum is to improve, clearly the way sthool practicion-

ers talk and think about curriculum needs to be expanded! . Ways oflthinking

sabout ‘curriculum are recessarily complex and manifold. This paper is concermed ~

about seekﬁngta practical'starting point for:the improvement of currich]om and
‘currithlum dialogue in schools. We believe that schools con be made petter if
teachers eXpapd their thinking about curriculum to Tmcorporate the use of
studeot'perceptions concerniog curricu}um conditions. wé do not argue that
teachers should only consider student perceptions, or that everywhere_the

quality of dié]ogue is poor in schoo]s Rather, noting that the systematic

ron51derat1on of student perceptions is now missing in most schools, we propose

that’ by act1ng to learn what students think about the cond1t1ons “designed for
the1r learning, teachers will move toward a position of respons1b111ty_for
curriculum.

This paper will be presented ih.four sections. First, an argument for

, the-use of student perceptions is advanced. Second, a process or methodology

~ for collecting student perceptions is described. Third, four ways for inter--

preting and using student perceptions are proposed, with examples drawn from,
three studies involving over 11,000 students . Fourth,'o Way of thinking about

curriculum that, includes student.perceptions as a part of the meaning is explained.



The Imjort\nce of Student @ﬂrCe;uynns

¢

Educators need to Lons1der student perceﬂtﬂonw tr sard curr1cu1um cond1-
tions fot two fundamental reasons (which will e C(ORw.:a@red in turn). First,
stUdenf‘ﬁerceptions are important‘bec&use the Wity t;at sTudents perceiye:their
school envirmnment influences the way they bemaw ¢ Tearm at schoo].. Sécond,
student parceptions provide imbortant ‘~format #dout —urriculum conditfohs
that can be used by educatars to improwme the ¢ recTior metween the étudent.
andAthe curriculum. In short, by cdnsidering a nt parcépticns df curriculum
.conéitions affe;ting their 1earning, teachers can deye iop an increased concérn
'fdr the quality of the 1earnin§Aexperience. a an ‘ngreased ability to creaté
~curriculum ccnditioné that help students lsarn.
| Major. learning theorisfs and psychologists agres sith 1ittle dispute‘thét

selective aspects of an educational environmem? --stg Jn special power to shape

R

immediate'behavior and ‘to influence lasting ;. - of conduct.2 To make
senéerf environmental conditions, a person ¢ 3° *y refines ways. to, differ-
entiate and intégrate environmental data. He .. searches for aspects of
similarity and difference between events so hg .. -w¢ Cran better anticipate

and adaqt to a_sifuation._ Given this image . néeﬁcual functioning3, a
téachér's fo]é ishtd'provide curriculum conc s that gpzourage the learner

to reconsider,-reorder or extend existing cc ¢ ve (or affeétiye or psycho-
motbric) means for understanding and actinc i+ 7e world. In other words, what
students learn depends crucia]]y-onAfhe way ine . currently pérceiVe the wér]d,
“for it is the organization of these percept=om: <hey must refine or alter on
-fhé basis .of new infdrﬁatibn or acquired skiils®” ’

“In this context, the multiple meanings of “he term "perCeptionf can be-
more c]ear]y understood Strictly speaking, a pzrceptidn refers to information

rabout ex terna] objects or environmental processes ga1ned through the use of the
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senses and the conceptual system. In.a‘broader sense, a perception conmifes
an immediate judgment or insig-t about.the nature of the learning environ.. Aty
based on observations and subtie persona’ discriminations that lead to cwa e
and action. In the present pape-, b~ 2anings dpply. A perception of
learning environment_réfers to ofgiw - . about a school as "read" through
the conceptual “lens of the student  he result of perceptionsvis, aventwally,
action in a corresponding directi( )

Ind1v1duals grow 1n their ayfi zy tv discover and refine meaning in their
wor]ds, and act based on their deweloping perceptions of their 1mmed1ate env1ron-i
ments. PerGept1ons can limit benavior because they have acted 11ke.b11nder§
1eadjng'fhe person to look only -n certain habitual directions for clues as to
appropriate conduct. But such serceptual limits d]so enable one to aot by
screening oUt'seemingly.irrglewant information ihqt might overload decision-
ma.ing. Behavior can then preceed from a confident, secure base guided bw
information from perceptions zhat have been estab]ished by previous habits,
ski]is'and'expériences 5 In <his sense, percept1ona are related to perscmality
"growth or character format1or; since endur1ng behavior patterns are built on
the ab111ty to perceive imputed and actual Sjm11§r1t1es and differences “n

environments. In sum, becaus= students act in response to what they perceive,

teachers committed to shaping =nvirorments “for learning should pay careful,

‘systematic attention. to student perceptions of curriculum conditions.

Second, student perceptioms are importint because they provide clues as

. to how.different~environmental d=nensions affect the conduct of -different

individuals. Lnfortunately, some learners are uncomfortable strangers in
environments that don't connect with their inchoate ways of finding and pro- -

ducing value and meaning in the world. -These learnérs on.the margins of school



unvironments experiance the1r school s.r-rmumdings and curvicuTum act1v1t1es
& ser1ous1y disturbing, buock1ng or re*w tng their attempts to learn. L1ke
tnose teachers wr~ feel cut off from cur--culum dec1s1on mak1ng,,these marginal
oupils tend to aveid (or deny the imporzmance of) active -articipation in the |
Soctid system and learning activities o~ =ne scnool. Suc- pupils are ”marginal”:
i in'the sense that they are not fu'ly. involved in =the mainstream of school.
1i5¢ and, &Lé%hd, in the sense that they are 1earn1ng amr contr1but1ng only a
fr <L on of what they are capab]e and thus working with cmly a pertion of their
potential at school. _ ) i "

Jn a day-to-day basis,hthe marginal learners in a tmacher's classroom pro-
v o the most pressing argument for teachers to consider student perceptions.6

-

‘w en the behav1ors of two groups of students (one 1nvo]1ed and product1ve,
. (P d1sconnected and d1ssat1sr1ed) differ, it is 11ke1y that they will consis-
- Thwtly perce1ve the1r 1earn’ng env1ronment in different wavs, as we]] Lni '
olain words, the_conduct of marg1na1 or 1nvo]ved studemts can be better ex-
plained and assisted 1f their perceptions of curr1cu1um cond1t1ons are shared .
with teachers If student percept1ons 1nd1cate ‘that a 1earn1ng env1ronment
is not serving them adequate]y, their percept1ons of the spec1f1c env1ron nta]
conditions which affect them can provide a start1ng po1nt for the .nqu1ry into
what can be done about the mismatch between the setting and.the ftugen+ On |
' the basis of the results of this inquiry, 1earning environments can be‘aT*ered'
tn match the needs and strengths of stUdents In add1t1on, learning env1ronments
:trat more effect1ve1y 1nduce students to confront and alter their own 11m1t1ng
perceptions and self- defeat1ng behav1ors can be created. Finally, curr1cu1umf
cond1t1ons that support and extend product1ve learning can be reinforced.
S In br1ef, when teachers fam111ar with student 1t behavio acceSS‘to e
student_percept1ons, the 1mpact of the 1earn1ng env1ronments they have created
becomes more clear to them. W1thout student perceptions, educators 1nterpret

e
W
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student act1ons on the basis of the 11m1ted 1nformat1on their percept1ons as
teachers prov1de As a resuit, too often the 1nd1v1dua1 is b]amed for his
[
problems at school. From tris perspect1ve most efforts to assist the learner

on the marginS'attempt tc it that individua® back into the very setting that .
is contrfbuting to his difficulties. When stud°nt perceptions of the 1earn1ng |
-environment are considere = am important sh1ft in perspect1ve occurs, to a

focos on the connection or anceract1onAbetween the .1earner and the curricuium.
This shift opens‘the wayv for cmoperatjre action by teacher and student to.proF
Fide meaningfol and procuc-ive curriculum forbthe {ndividuai - In sum, the‘

strength bf an approach using student percept1ons to 1nvest1gate learning

'env1ronments 15 that it allows both teachess and students to convert environments

T

producing negat1ve 11m1ts for behavior into sett1ngs that act as positive

agencies encouraging‘learning.

Assessing,gurrbculum Conditions Using,StudentAPerceptions i

The practica1 question af how to © .asure and interpret.student percep-‘.
tions of curr1cu1um ccnd1t1on5 has been a SubJeCt for emp1r1ca1 research since
1938, when the need press mode] of denry Murray was 1ntroduced 7 This. sect1on
of our puper will briefly trace the lineage of perceptual research »eading to
our work and then provide.a summary of data co]]ectTOn methods used in the
'stud1es to be reported 1n the fc]]ow1ng section of the paper. -

-Murray s model for 1nteract1on between_person_and environment (thch
derived from the fie1d~theory of Lew{n) regards “he person's behavior as the‘

| outcome of an interaction between his/her "needs" and the env1ronmenta1 "press"

wh1ch acts upon him/her. Need, as def1ned by Murray, refers to a hypothet1ca1

force w1th1n an individual wnich determ1nes his or her movements toward or

&

‘*“*7t~3W3¥~ftom—511m%l!§_siEEEEiQEEL” PreSS is essent1a11y the stimulus s1twat1on

4 : - : o
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within the total environment to .which the 1nd1v1dua1 both attends and reacts.
Press 1s further def1nednas an aspect of the total enwironment wh1ch depend1ng

¢
on the perception.of the individual, either helps or hinders need or1ented be-‘
)

havior.8- . o

determine it ' Many noted methods nglneasuring c]assroom environments use Alpha

Two maJor research approaches have emerged from Murray S conceptua11zat1ons
of the inTluence pf environment on behav1or These approaches correspond to two

categories of env1ronmenta1 press he named A]pha press -and. Beta press Alpha

press refers to the actual press thataexists, as far as scientific inguiry can

press. 9 Beta press may be def1ned as ‘the part1c1pant S own 1nterpretat1on ofu.

the env1ronmenta1 events or: cond1t1ons that he or she perce1ves Since, as

Bloom notes, an educator is a capt1ve of students- percept1ons of tre schoo]

and learning task, several researche:s have chosen the measurement of Beta press

as a means to gather needed 1nformat1on about the way.: school 1nf1uences 1earners 10

In 1956, Stern, Stein and Bloom deve]oped a system of interaction constructs

based on Murray's heed-press taxoncmy. 1 From this approach; Georqe»Stern con-

" structed the Activities Index (an instrument designed to assess individual need%)

and . the H1gh School Character1st1cs Index (measur1ng aspects of the.academ1c-
env1ronmental press at the high school level). The purpose‘for these instruments‘
was to provide a set of para]le] devices.for measuring person-situation parameters '
through'the use of Beta press Wher, used in concert the Activities Index and

the Characteristics Index are des1gned to prov ide comparab]t -data re]at1ng

' propert1es of educat1ona1 systems (press) to persona11ty characteristics of

students (needs) ]2 | . ) . L .

-

From these beéinninosl para]]e] series of studies at the coli cae, h1gh

schoo] and e]ementary levels have used the co]lect1ve percept1ons of students

. t6 describe the climate of their schools. . RobertgPace s research at the college

. and university TevellS and the research led by Robert Sinclair and his colleagues
ver k . and. o€ -

.. N . ) .
. . ) " ) . .
- - . Y . - . Y
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at the elementary levell4 have demonstrated among':ther f1nd1ngs, that

-

- research 1nstruments'm%asur1ng Beta press can be deve1oped for. e]ementary

4

'and college 1earners with acceptable re11ab111ty and validity levels -

. Due in part to cr1t1c1sms of Stern s work at the h1gh schoo] level ]5.

recent research has no¢ emphas1zed the effort to match- 3 student S percept1ons
- to h1s/her 1nd1v1dua1 personality. Instead, efforts have cont1nued to focus
on us1ng the collective perceptions of part1c1pants to determ1ne +he nature of

16

N PO

curr1cu1um cond1t1ons This direction is prom1s1ng, since recent research,

LN

'on Beta press measurement has suggested that the most re11ab1e and valid Beta

press 1nstruments measure d1fferences among ‘the aggregate responses- of groups. 17
A further 11ne of research seeks to study the consequences of various combina-
.t1ons of env1ronmenta1 var1ab1es on student outcome var1ab1es Tike ach1evement 18
Our own wo~k now emphasizes the compar1son of the percept1ons of two d1st1nct

popu]at1ons (teachers/learners, marginal- ]earners/1nyo]ved learners, blacks/
. . - 0 0 - K

iwh1tes) in'the same environments. These'studies have immediate'imp]ications for

classroom teachers, who can use the incongru}ty or differences among group per-
cept1ons as a start1ng point for curr1cu1um d1alogue and dec1s1on-mak1no
In sum, the methodo]ogy for co11ect1ng student ercept1ons has been

- v‘cont1nua11y ref1ned by researchers during the 1ast forty years. Re11ab1e and -

b ’

: va11d instruments for measuring consensual Beta press have bean deve]oped for

=

.~ research purposes, and are ready for wider- use in se]f study proJects by schools.
The . co]]ect1on and analys1s of student percept1ons toward selected var1ab1es

".of the1r school env1ronment .can easily be accomp11shed at the school 1eve1 To

tap percept1ons, pup11s are’ presented statements about cond1t1ons and happen1n3s

$

at schoo] In genera], students spend approx1mate1y forty-five m1nutes in c]ass-'

o

room groups responding te survey statements adm1n stered by a tra1ned adm1n1strator
. «p-

other than the teacher Student answers remain anonymous, and var1ous tact1cs are”

o,
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emplc ao ‘eaSe the anxiety potentia. in what first appears to be a testing

situation. Teachers 1dent1fy,students with reaﬁ1nq d1ff1cu1t1es, who are
read the survey statements aloud.: Each 1tem déscr1b1ng an occurrence at

‘sch001 can be answered ejither "Most]y True" or "Mostly Fa]se", and the focu=

for the quest1on can e1ther be the 1nd1v1dua1, his ctlassroom-or the entire

-
-

schoo]. ' K ) e
To describé the intensity of environmental variables as riewed by Students;
;a censensus.scoringAprocedure is used. Eachuenvironmental variable is described
by several survey items.. If'sixty-six percent or more ot the students answer
a survey item 1n a keyed direction, the statement is scored +1, indicating
strong agreement among students as to~the presence of this condition in the
scheol environment. If 1ess than thirty—three percent of the students answer
" a statement in the keyed direction, that statement is scnred -1, 1nd1cat1ng
strong agreement as to the absence of the cond1t1on in the school environment.
Other statements on which student op1n1ons.are more even]y divided receive a
Zero score. The;totai variable score is then the sum of scores for the ‘tems
that make up the varfabTe'sca]e. Eaeh school or c]assroom (depending'on the
unit of measurement) receiv es both an item and variable report. ‘
In,essence thts measurement and scor1ng technique, adapted from the work
of Pa%e and Stern, rests on two assumpt1ons F1rst, that‘the perceptions of
individuals working in an environment are a source of va]iJ description of

that envjronment; and second, -that if two-thirds or more of the participants

perceived a particular condition in the same way, then it could be considered

AN
’ > ., ’

as an existing charatteristic of the environment.  1n short, th1s consensus
_scor1ng proceduré allows educators to descr1be school or c]assroom env1ronment
a

by assigning weighted scores based on student responses to,survey statements

descriptive of school climate.

..
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. Finally, the identification of the specific environmental variables to

-

be measured depends on the major curriculum concerns ar problems to be investi-
gated. rfor *xampi when Sinclair was first -concerned with dentifying

enVironmenta] dimensions that differentiated among elementary school environ-

-

ments, he adapted for e]ementary use the five dimensions of educational environ-
nent discovered by Pace to differentiate institutions of higher education. 'The
E?ementary School Environment Survey (ESES) was.piiot-tested using sixteen
elementary schools i; southern‘California, and was found to neasure:clear
differences among school environments~a]ong the specific dimensions:]9' Later,

" when the intent was to investigate curriculum conditions suppOrting the move
jtoward increased individualization, the instrument was administered in fifty-
four randomly selected- e]ementary schools in Massachusetts. As a resu]t of |

factor analysis, six dimensions of e]ementary school environment.were identified

>

and named: Involvement, Humanism, Autonomy, Equity, Resources and MOralé.20

In this revised form, the ESES consists of forty-two statements describing .

six dimensions of elementary school environment.

o *

When Ghory focused on the marginal }earner'prob]em in public alternative ..

?

'schools, he reViewed the 1iteratures on deViance in school and on participat?on

or involvement in 1earnirg The variables he extracted fron these sources were'

screened for appropriateness by three separate pane]s--schoo] principals, teachers .
in graduate study, and educational researchers The ranels also matched randbm]y
scrambied items to variable definitions The items seiected .for direct rela-

_ tionship to the variables were then read by thrne teachers of different cu]tura]
‘ : backgrounds and by students with reading prob]ems, to simpiify and ciarify word

o

. choice and syntax After pilot-testing, the Alternative School EnVironment
-Survey (ESES) conSisted of eighty-eight Statements related to eleven' dimenSions

of a]ternative schoo] environment likely to inf1uence student involvement in

-y . ° . -
N . . .

N .")
S
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- 1eafhing.' The var%ables were named: 0utreach, ProblemlSolving,,Limjts,

< Communication, Discrimingtion, Clarity, Difficulty, Teacher Effectiveness,

..

Mis- Schoo]1ng, Peer Inf]uence “and Extra- School Priorities. 21
Wh1Te these instruments are current]y available for use ( cf. Appendix: A}, _

the point-ef these ‘examples 'is that a]ternat]ve instruments can and should be

- -
- - \
\

aeveloped to focus on other specific curriculum concerns. The selection of

; ' uariab]es for these instruments'is a manageaole task, and one that can signifi-;‘
cant]y 1ncrease the re]evance of student percept1ons for a’ part1cu1ar\teacher,

| schoo] or. conceru _ In sum, assess1ng curr1cu]um cond1t ons in educat1ona1 ' '9 ’

. ‘\env1ronments through the use of student -perceptions 1s a feas1b1e project for
v _ ¥
L a- schoo? staff' When survey 1nstruments are se]ected or deVeloped w1th an

5 ¢

-ex1§t1ng curr1cu1um concern in-mind, the consensus scor1ng procedure provides
an obgect1ve méasure of the Beta pregs “in” schoo] sett1ngs In part1cu]ar,

e .-'teachers ‘can }earn student percept1ons of the qua11ty of the 1earn1ng exper1ence

', . N

T in the cTassrooms they have created In .contrast to 1nformatfon on 1nput or

output var1ab1es 11ke TQ or ach1evement test scores, perceptual ﬁata h1gh]1ght
. 4
curricu]um processes thatvcan be a}tered-by teachers to 1mprove the connection

L $

.between~the curr1cu1um and ihe student _ S1nce the data co]]ected are d1rect1y

re]ated to the day-to day enV1ronment of teacher and students, percéptua]

s

' ‘1nqu1ry of th1s sort provides 1nf0rmat1on ¥n a. form su1tab1e for pract1ca] S

.
.

L ':.curr1cu1um d1alogue and act1on.. . S TN :

. X , . : .
T I . . »

Se]ected F1nd1ngs from Perceptua] Research ‘ }

et . Student percept1ons of school.env1ronments dan be ana]yzed 1n four maaor N

o : ways F1rst student percept1ons déscr1be spec1f1c character1st1cs of schoo]

.

- envrronments,‘ Secbnd student pércept1ons candbe us&d to compare schoo

t

R LI " DAY

e '_ env1ronments, as,a way tp 1dent1fy s1m11ar1tres and d1fferences among schoo]s

. . . “
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Third, the perceptions of student =ub-groups within the same environment can.
; be compared, or the perceptions of students and teacher toward the—same
environmental conditions can be contrasted. Fourth, the re]ationships among
~ the behaviors ot'participants and the characteristics of the environment can
be exp1ored. ¥
"In this section of the paper, examp]es of these four uses of student per-
ceptlons will be drawn from three maJor studies conducted by the authors and
-the1r co]]eagues Of coulrse, other possible. 1nterpretat1ons of student per-
~ceptions ex}st* $1m11ar1yv d1fferent data bases could be cons1dered However,,
o the purpose here is to 111ustrate the ways perceptlons can be used 1n curr1cu]uml
deé's1on mak1ng by schoo] staffs,22 Tomprov1de a ‘context for cons1derat1on -of
the resu]ts to be reported ;| br1ef~§3mmary of the samp]es -and stat1st1ca1
approaches 1nvo]ved in the three studies w111 precede the d1scuss1on of selected

3.‘ s »

- findings., _ ' .

. Sources for: the Se]ected F1nd1ngs - _ ._'- S

“The f1rst two major stud1es were\conducted among elementary schools 1nq
Massachusetts for the State Department of Educatlon,~ One "study, the Massachusetts
TSchoo] Env1ronment Study, was conducted in 54 random]y se]ected e]ementary schoo]s

-Schoo]s were ass1gned a s;x d1g]t 1dent1f1cat1on ndmber based on the a]phabet1ca1
order of the c1ty or towp and the schoo] name. Us1ng a random number tab]e,
sample of 54 schools with varylng demoeraphlc character1st1cs was selected from
N _ the total of 1,196 schoo]s 1dent1f1ed In the se]ected schoo]s, a tota1 of 5,412

o :—"f1fth and s1xth grade students responded to the ESES The survey was adm1n1stered

by 20 doctora] students who had part1c1pated in two tra1n1ng sess1ons Resu]ts o

-were scored by the consensus scoring procedure and used to determine s1m11ar1t1es

3 —

. and d1fferences among e]ementary school env1ronments 1n Massachusetts. . .

jﬂ \
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The second study, ‘the Massachusetts InnovativefSchool Study,.compared the
perceptions of students and teachers in 36 add1t1ona1 Massachusetts elementary
schools expressing an interest in adopt1ng innovations. By comparing percep-
t1ons, a clearer understanding of the re]at1onsh1p between the percept1ons of

two fixed popu]at1ons w1th1n the same environment could be obta1ned This

comparison permitted school staffs to detect if their. program expectat1ons were

‘be.ng 1mp1emented and to 1dent1fy needed changes in. the _environment.” The same

adm1n1strat1ve teams and scor1ng procedures were used as over 4, 000 students

and 600 teachers responded to .the ESES. To determ1ne if students and teacrers
fperce1ved their env1ronments d1fferent1y to a stat1st1ca11y significant degree,

.an analysis of variance was performed on the co]]ected ESES data

In add1t1on, for the Innovat1ve Schoo] Study, teacher percept1ons toward
four variables of pr1nc1pa1 behavygr (a]oofness, product1on emphas1s, thrust
and cons1derat1on) and four var1ables of teacher behav1or (d1sengagement hind-
rance, esprit and intimacy) were co]]ected using the 0rgan1zat1ona1 Climate '
Description Quest1onna1re-(0CDQ) This 1nstrument deve]oped by Ha1p1n and |
Croft, was composed of 64 items to which responses were given on a four -point
scale. The scores of teachers were averaged to derive a school @core for each
var1ab1e These schoo] means were thén converted to normat1ve1y standard1zed
scores by compar1son -with the nat1ona1 samp]e F1na11y, the re]at1onsh1p be-

tween educat1ona1 environment var1ab1es and the pr1nc1pa1 and tbacher behavior

var1ab1es was tested by means of canonical correlation.

The th1rd major study, the A]ternat1ve Schiool Environment Study,- compared
the percept1ons of 353 students on the margins of thirty-one public alternative
high schoo1s to the percept1ons of 1,339 of their more 1nvo]ved and product1ve

___classmates. Responses to the ASES were collected from a universal samp]e of

.-t

students attend1ng varied a]ternat1ve schoo]s representat1ve of the national

” .-
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alternative school movement that were selected by means of 2 purposefu1 strat1-
f1ed sample. - The 31 schools from six Eastern states were selected on the bas1s
of five cr1ter1a locat1on of schoo] (urodn, suburban, rura]), multicultural
mix in the student body; size; programmatic diverstty; and tnterest in the
marginal learner problem. Learners marginal to ‘the school environment were
identified by the teéthing staff using speciffc criteria based on dttendance,
feacher-student relations, d1sc1p]1nary actions and expressed dissatisfaction
i w1th the cchoof Students also responded to @ ser1es of quest1ons based on thef'.l
same chter1a and could se]f—se]ect themse]ves for. the marg1na1 status by 1dent;-
fy1ng d1ff1cu1t1es w1th at least three of the criteria. Flnally, student re-
. ports -for the1r.env1ronments were quant1tat1/e1y.ana]yzedAbyumeans_of‘a two-way

analysis of variance to provide answers to three major research questions In

sum, the resu]ts«of these three studies w111 prOV1de example of four uses of

* student percept1ons

- | Uses of Student Percept1ons EnV1ronmenta1 Descr1pt1on

Us1ng the conserisus scor1ng procedure, a- prof11e of the school env1ronment
research. Appendix B conf§7ﬁ§3an excerpt fron such a prof11e report proV1ded '
to a medium-sized, multicu1tura1, urban; pub]io; a]ternative_high school that
parttcipated in the Alternative School Enuironment_Study. Typica]Ty included
.in such a report would be a bar graphzof the intensity of ditferent environmenta]
p\dimensions; auwritten:summar; of the'bar graph, an‘analysds of. the viewslof _
~different sub-groups of students, and defin{tions of the environmentaJ variabies{

Also, a computer pr1ntout with item by 1tem student responses 1s made available

. to schoo] ‘'staffs (out is not included in Append1x B)

&Y
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The bar graph and 1ts descr1pt1on orient schoo] staffs to how the1r
students view curriculum cond1t1ons at the schoo] Three strengths of "School 21"
._were ‘reported by student consensus in Appeng1x B. First, the school maded
_special efforts to help students Tearn (0utreach).‘ Second, academic expecta-
tions and standardS‘nere clear to students (C]arity). Third; the teachers_in
this alternative school were viewed-as effective at encouraging involvement in
Tearning (Teacher'Effectiveness) “
- However, several env1ronmenta] var1ab]es suggested potent1a1 po1nts of
concern ‘for the school staff First, race re]a+1ons were a sore point for
more’ than a third of the students (D1scr1m1nat1on, Second the school was -
not v1ewed by students to be challenging or d1ff1cu]t academ1ca]1y (D1ff1cu]ty)
Thtrd many students felt hand1capped by aeadem1c def1c1enc1es (M1s Schoo]1ng)

and burdened by outs1de respons1b1]1t1es and d1ff1cu1t1es that 1nterfered w1th
: schoo] work (Extra Schpo] Pr1or1t1es) F1na1]y, there appeared to be some . -
amb1va1ence on the part of student peer groups and schaol st ff concern1ng
attendance af every class‘(Peer Inf]uence, L1m1ts) | i |
In our exper1ence, school staffs react 1n a var1ety of ways to such descr1p-
tions of the curr1cu]um cond1t1ons hn their schoo] 0ne 1n1t1a] response is to
denJ the-va]1d1ty of the fﬁnd1ngs, usua]]y by cr1t1c1z1ng the survey 1nstrument
or by citing extenuat1ng cvrcumstances 1nterfnr1ng with the validity of student
perceptioms. Frequent]y, concerns at this’ Tavel can be d1scussed as 1eg1t1mate .
' quest1ons, and cons1dered by staffs-as possible- qua]11.cat1ons of the data. In
the process of.work1ng through 1n1t1a] res1stance to descr1pt1ons of their schoo]
env1ronment, teachers rea]1ze that’ these are the1r students speak1ng, not the ’
E researchers More thoughtfu] quést.on1ng then begins, as va]ues under]y1ng the
- - ~selection and def1n1t1on of- env1ronmenta] var1ab]es are probed and the beliefs"
¢ and concerns held by teachers are aijred. Many schoo] staffs haue few opporfnn1t1es
to d1scuss their apnroaches to curr1cu]um and 1nstruct1on in a setting where '

Q R '... i} . T - 17
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the1r students percept1ons of the school provide a constant reminder of the

"'need to connect currculum theory and pract1ce It 1s interesting to note that

educators generally waste l1ttle time congratulat1ng themselves for the

successful practices students have<recogn1zed Consc1entiously, they search

, out and weigh_the data 1na1cat1ng difficulties or problems from their perspec-

t1ve At t!‘s po1nt potential corrective actions are d1scussed, and plans
to gather further 1nformat10n or to develop proposals for conmon act1on are

made. In sum, the 1ntended outcome of a thorough cons1derat1on of student

percept1ons 1s a data based d1alogu among teachers concern1nn ways to 1mprove

curr1culum cond1t1ons in the1r school Naturally, th\s goal Is. ach1eved to a

 “variety of degrees at 1nd1v1dual schools Nevertheless, the use of student

3 percept1ons to prov1de a descr1pt1on=of a school env1ronment creates an

- >

A
\
\
\

'0pportun1ty for curr1culum d1alogue and act1on S

o

Because the school on a classroom by classroom bas1s, is the most

prom1s1ng un1t of curriculum reform, each school i's 1n1t1ally prov1ded w1th

a report concernang its own env1ronment only. This pract1ce focuses curr1culum

D

d1alogue and dec1s1on mak1ng back hoMe, because, contrary to educators half-

-

;conscious hopes, no: 1nvent1oh pract1ce or person from outsade the school canln
_ult1mately 1mprove the school unless act1ve respons1b1l1ty for 1mprovement 1s j
_assumed by the school staff At an early point in the dialogue, however, a’

fcompar1son of th1s school to other schools is useful for- two ngasons F1‘st,

’ N\

the compar1son h1ghl1ghts programnat1c and behavxoral regular1t1es common to

. many schools that are accepted as the givens of school l1fe but wh1ch may need

Py

to be altered after reflect1on and plann1ng Second, 1nformat1on about curr1culum

_pract1ces effective at other schools st1mulates the development - of curr1culum

,&‘ - ."1'8'. N .‘ . l g . .
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approaches that,may bewéffective at this school.. Examp]és of'each of these.?
purposes follow. | l' |

| One way. to look at s1m11ar1t1es among environments is to examine the
percentage of students from each school ;ho respondea s1m1lur1y to particular
questons. In ‘the. Massacht -etts School EnV1ronment Stndy, statements revealing
: N

similarities (by e11c]t1ng; the greatest consensus »worg students) were identi-

Fied by establishing a cut-off point of 75% agreement. Table 1 ?eports(thesé

~

resu]ts.‘

In brief, ‘'statements haV1ng a high consensus among students -indicate thr°e
cond1t1ons on wh1ch Massachusetts elementary schoo]s were s1m11ar First, the
. concept of work as d1st1nct from the products of wmrk, _was h1gh1y va]ued n
E]ementary teachers seemed to va]ue the- appearance of work a]most for its own
sake and awarded better grades to students pence1ved as good workers. The
, cons1stent agreement among student percept1onston this 1ssue—(cf Statements A,
" H, I K R P) suggested that schoo]s-were more uct1v1ty or1emted than goa]-
or1ented It 1s possible that such schools somet1mes sanctioned busy work
at the expense of product1ve p]ay or other forms of 1earn1ng
Second e]ementary schools were perce1ved as be1ng warm and fr1end1y places,

<. \

' where students and teachers were concerned about each other (cf Statements B, J

. M, N S). Desp1te the ‘work eth1c, schoo]d d1d not. apmmsr-to e]ementary students

- * to be utterly Joy]ess p]\ces, as other adu]t commentamrs who did not systemat1-
ca]]y cons1der student percept1ons have suggested 23 ans1b1y, some of the
impersonal. 1nst1tut|ona1 character1st1cs so often Cited by critics of schoo]1ng.
never reach the1r comp]ete dehuman1z1ng impact, on }namners becahse teachers
'restructure the 1mpersona1 prtor1t1es and proV1de a mmasure of consc1ousness

-and concern in the process of school1ng, ) .

~
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" Statements Elicitin

‘Massachusetts Eler

STATEMENT

stud~ . has worked hard.

P

sreatest Consensus From
y School Students

. .Teachers will raise a student's grade. if they think the

In th1s schcot students ask other students to visit them

at home.

In many classes, students svt in any seat they ¢hoose.
Bells r1rg dur1ng the day to tell students what work to

do next.

In this schoo] students usua]ly have to 11ne up before

going into the classroom.

Social Studies is not a very 1mportant subject 1n th1s
‘school. .’
Most teachers ‘do not. try to get students’ 1nterested 1n

‘what's going on in"the United States. .
. *Most of the teachers: are very hard workers and. they think

~that the students should fe hard workers toa.

- studying. ~_

students are ‘having..

they start..

. “Students get good grrdes without -spendir.g much time
.’sMost of - the teachers- do.not care about prob]ems that

. Most students:finish tne pro;ects and‘ass1gnments that

‘Science is, the most important course in.this schoo]
This school seems to be an unfriendly place. -
Most-of the teachers in this school are unfriendly.

Most students are happy if they do average work.

In this schoo] it is easy to pass most. SubJeCtS 41thout
-working hard.

Students know they should. check w1th the teache&;before '

they do something that might break a schaol rule.

to solve real problems.

. " The subjects taught here do not help students to learn

Teachers are k1nd and fr1end1y when . they work with

students.

Many students often ta]k about what is r1ght or wrong

= 5,412
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MEAN

85.4%

85.3%
84.4%

84.3%

" 8229
g 9%

81.6%

- 81.2%

81.1%
80.9%

80.8%
79.8%

79.4%

79.2%

78.6%
77 .4%

77.0%

76.8%

75.6%
75.1%

PERCENTAGE

True -

True
False

Fa]se
True
False
False
Frue
False
Falde
True
False
False -
False
True
False
True

False

True
True

ra
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‘The third'and finaj group of high concensus statements was“associated
“with a procedural and routine-oriented simi]arity /Statements C, E, Q, 1.
Students weve assigmed seats, made to’]ine<upibefore entering c]assrooms, and
were genera}iy,aware,of the importance of following school rules. »The consis-
tency of;such responses across schoo 1s suggested the dom‘nance of traditional-
sch001 practices. It was likely that schoo]s p]aced greater stress on pro-
‘cedu ral 1ssues than was always warranted by stu*ont neeCs or the nature of -
: 1earn1ng .

In short, s1m11ar1t1es across. schoo]s can. be used to raise questions about
the covert assumpt1ons under1y1ng common]y accepted schoo] pract1-es By no ’
means shou]d teachers summarily d1scard trad1t1ona1 eurriculum approaches |
Rather, each pract1ce deserves a thorough 1nvest1gat1on that determ1nes its
1eg1t1mate p}ace and appropr1ate emphasis. Most curricu]um practices"were

' created jn“response to a definite need. Samp]e quest1ons that can now be
raisec are: to what»degree does that need st111 ex1st has the curr1cu1um
practrce been over-extended 1nto domains where the need is not present, are
there feasible a‘ternat1ves that m1ght be mare productive; shou]d the existing’
pract1ce be extehded or re1nforced more’ conswstent]y In sum, consu1t1ng Y
student percept1ons concern1ng s1m11ar1t1e5 among schoo]s can be the beg1nn1ng
of a curr1cu1um audit, similar to that called for by proponents of zero- based

',budget1ng 24 D ’.' . o s .

A second reason for cOmparTng schoo] env1ronments is to ‘search for curr1-

\su\um pract1ces common to effect1ve school enV1ronments that might be adopted .

2 at our schoo] For example, in the ﬁ]ternat1ye\5chool Env1ronment Study, .
enyironmen '1 cond1t1ons were 1so]ated that were ¢ommon to schoo]s,w1th h1gh

‘variable press. ut\dad notﬁoccur-1n schoois w1thplow variable press. To isolate

- . . . t
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these conditions, the schools scor1ng highest and lowest on each variable were

grouped by student scores. (The distance separat1ng the h1ghest or lowest

scoring sch001 groups generally exceeded lwo standard deviatic ) Two

“criteria were established before a survey statement was considered to excPusive]y

. character1ze the h1gh scor1ng group. F1rst, the statement had t6 be perce1ved

in<the sam. way by two-thirds or more of the students in all the h1gh st scor1ng
scioels. SecOnd, the statement could not be common to both the highest and
lowest scoring gioups.

Tahle 2 reports the survey statements that were character1st1c of top-

“w

" scering schoo]s on two ‘environmental var1ab]es (In the A]tErnat1ve Sch001

4Study,_charac+er1st1cs of top scor1ng schoo]s on ‘nine var1ab1es were identified,

buc two examples shou]d suff1ce ) As Tab]e 2 suggesfs,-1n schools character1zed‘ .

“ by high 0utreach scores., teachers not1ced and responded to 1nd1v1dua]s or’ groups

who needed he]p by observ1ng their actvons and seek1ng out the1r concerns They-

)

sought suggest1ons from students about how to 1mprove the1r curr1cu1um, and made3

3

:._tmme for ‘students’ after c]ass Students in- schools’ that reached out could find

c.asses that they 11ked In schools w1th h1gh Outreach, spec1a1 efforts were

‘ made to connect the curr1cu1um w1th 1earner needs and 1nterests

Further, Prob]em So]v1ng schoo]s were not afra1d to recogn1ze 1nformat1on

,wh1ch suggested the need for 1mprovement Teachers and adm1n1strators responded
: ‘constructlvely to” ev1dence of d1ff1cu1ty or. sugges11ons of need,. .and stayed with
'Ja problem unt11 progress occurred " Their pup11° may have tended to be-‘more g

'1nvo]ved in learn1ng, both because ‘their problems were recogn1zed and responded

to, and because they rea]1zed that extreme 1apses or d1srupt1ons would not go

’ uncha]lenged Thus, a prob]em-so]v1ng schoo] deve]oped and ma1nta1ned an ~7.'

1dent1ty as an effect1ve env1ronment, a rea]]y good" schoo].

v ‘-
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TABLE 2
Common Characteristics of Top-Scoring Schools
; L —— .. ..0On the Outreach and Problem-Solving Variables
OUTREACH. | .
A, If ™'m fee]1ng down ahout someth1ng, one of my teachers is 11ke1y to
~ notice. * (T)*
:B. Teachers at this school make spet1a1 efforts to help me Tearn. (T)
C. There are not many classes I like at this school. (F)
D. My teachers try to find out what I want to learn. (T) '
E. My tedachers do not ask fco suggestions about how to improve their

classes. (F)

F. - My teachers talk to me after c]ass when I don t understand the schoo1
‘work. (T)
. 'PROBLEM SOLVING -
A. The teachers: who work with me most do not really" he]p me with my schoo]
- .problems. *(F) .
B. "When someone misses a- lot of c]asses, the teachers can t seem to do much
o about it. .(F)

. C. " Some teachers don't try to make th1s a real]y good schoo] (F) v
- D. At this school, we have meetings whick actua]]y solve school problems. ‘(T)
E. I tell a teacher when I thirk. something is wrong in school. (T) o
~ F. T think this: school is good at solving its-own problems. (T) -
- 6. Very few students try to solve the problems in our-school. (F) ’

"H.” We have so]ved most of. the prob]ems in our schoo] (T). - '

gl
-t

*The response dgreed upon by more than two- th1rds of the students in- the .
: h1ghest scor1ng schoo]sx1s reported 1n parentheses after each item.

S . R . . y iV

In sum, the cond1t1ons character1st1c of top- scur1ng schools were present

. 1n the schoo]s scor1ng h1ghest on the var1ab1e and absent in the lowest scor1ng

schoo]s These d1st1nct1ve cond1t1ons can be used as reference po1nts by - school
-'staffs who seek to 1mprove ;heﬂr schoo]s For examp]e, if students had ranked
a schco] enV1ronment lower on a spec1f1c ASES var1ab1e than thought des1rab1e -

€.

. by the schoo] staff, th1s way of us1ng student percept1ons provades reference ﬂ

TN 1nforMat1on about cond1t1ons ‘common “in schoo]s that scored highest on’ that B
) | J . L

'fvar1ab1e. _With allowances for its exploratory nature, this information could

Y]
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best su1ted for a spec1f1c schoo]

a

SN
(A

o 1wtw5- Uses of"Student Percéptionsk‘ Compar1sons of SubGroup V1ews f'f

DR

Curr1cb]um d1a}ogue depends ‘on the 1nterp1ay of two or more po1nts of

v1ew When'the_pehcept1ons of two groups of part1r1pants 1n a schoo] sett1ng

are compared; the po1nts of agreement and d1sagreement st1mu1ate currwcu1um .

th1nk:ng and pTann1ng, by ra1s1ng unexpected cha]]enges or by prov1d1ng'con-
-f1rmat1on for new]y examined ways of thinking about the schoo] ~In part1cu1ar, '
our research . suggests that two sets of subgroups prOV1de effect1ve comparlsons

teachers vs. students, and marg1na1 vs. involved 1earners

In the Innovat1ve Sch001 Study, the percept1ons of studerts and teachers

W
were compared on.two. 1eve1s across a]] sampled schoo]s and w1th1n s1ng]e

J

schools.” First, to test whether percept1ons of students. and teacners d1ffered

“

’_across all choo]s, schoo] scores for’ both teachers and -students from the 36
* . schools were ana]yzed us1ng the ana]ys1s of var1ance "approach. ~Second, to -
| investigate d1fferences w1th1n each single schoo1, 1nd1v1dua1 stun ;t and
‘teacher scores ?or each var1ab1e were used in a one- way ana]ys1s of - var1ance
, Table 3 summarizes the results of these ana]yses o ;{ik~ . .
The f1nd1ngs reported 1n Tab]e 3 show that students. and teachers d1ffer
s1gn1f1cant1y in the1r percept1ons of educat1ona1 environment. 0n f0ur.of .
*tosix env1ronmenta1-var1ab1es (Invo]Vement Human1sm Mora]e and Resources)
ana]ys1s of var1ance across schoo]s 1nd1cated th1s d1fference 1n teacher. and
.student v1ews to be at a leuel of stat1st1ca1 s1gn1f1cance Second w1th1n the
maJor1ty of s1ng]e schoo]s, student and teacher views d1ffered in a s1gn1f1cant "
,--manner on four variables (Invo]vement Human1sm, Morale and Autonomy). F1nag1y,

N

teachers cons1stent1y scored n1gher than stUdents on a11 var1ab1es

(N




, TABLE 3 0 ] E
Comparison bFf Student and Teacher Per eptions T '
of EnVironmental D1menSions in 36 Innovative Schools "

Significance of Significance of s

. Student and Teacher ~ Student and Teacher - _ )
Environmental Differehces Across . Differences In . h Direction of
- Variable '+  Schools _ Single Schools (p <.05) Difference
' ~Involvement Significant at .01 Tgvel- 23fof'36 schools  Teaciiers Scored higher;
_ Humanism Significant~at_,01 Tevel. " 29 of 36 schools VTeachers scored higher.
Morale ) Significant at .01 level 32 of‘36 schools. ’feachers scored higner
. .Autonomy< No Significant Differences 21 of 36 schools o Teachers\seored higherf:
Eouity' S No Significant Differences No Significant  Teachers scored higher:
- : : - Differences ) - T .
Resources Significant at .05 level | 11 of 36 schools Teachers scored higher
n.s 4,600 - T
. , . . . ‘ N
. (‘ .
In pﬁain words, e]ementary schoo] teachers Viewed their schools as more '.‘ »

o

congenia1 -and cohesive than students did (Invo]vement) Second teachers saw
the school as a place With greater concern for indiViduals and indiViduai '
creatJVity than did the students (Humapism). Third teachers viewed -the schooi
ciimate s a more friendly and cheerful p]ace than Students did (Mora]e)

R Fourth teachers perceived schoo] environments as encouraging.nmre student
independence and initiative than students reported that they were permitted to
exerCise (Autonomy) Fifth teachers and students tended to have reiativeiy )

Similar views concerning the degree of fairness vs opportunism in the environ-

ment Sixth, teachers saw the schoo] as. prov1ding a gréater number of materiais

and experiences ‘than. students did ‘ -; . s T .
. ’ ' ¢
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of marg1na1 and non- marg1na1 student percept1qgs To beg1n we had to estab11sh

24

D1fferences between the percept1ons of groups ‘arouse curiosity 1ead1ng +
" ¥

to’ further efforts to understand school sett1ng°\\\It may. be no surpr1se

that teachers and students perce1ve their shared”WOrld d1fferent1y The‘

difference.in the1r ro]es and exper1ence certa1n]y account for a 1arge part

of the d1fference.. But the.cons1stency and 1ntenS1ty of the differences in

pérception is enough to cause ‘most teachers to pause long enough to recons1der—

how d1fferent curr1cu1um approaches w11J be. perce1ved by students The in- . ';%

,ongruency between teacher and student percept1ons can thus beccne another . “

mot1vat1on for 1nvest1gat1ng the 1mpact of d1fferent sch001 env1ronments on

students. . ' .‘.' | ) J’ . :,_ c e Y Y
In the A]ternattve Schoo] Study, a second potenﬂhal]y powerful comparison ;

between the percept1ons of~sUbgroups in a schoo] was exp]ored the compar1son

that marg1na1 status as we def1ned 1t was a descr1pt1ve category for d1st1ngu1sh-,

©.ing, between students. -wh11e-1t as clear that teachers d1ffer from students-1n : A;

” o

1mportant ways, it is not necessarxly true that marg1na1 and 1nvo1ved studencs

0‘

d1ffer in mean1ngfu] and consistent ways that.could not be exp1a1ned by other -

. varﬁab]es 11ke cu]tura] background or social class. pr’/er when the percep-'

. )

t1ons of a]] marg1na] and hon- marg1na1 1earners were compared ana]ys1s nf var1ance
H &

iresu]ts 1nd1cated that the two student groups differed’ in a stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1- m3

cant way ( <.001)- 1n the1r peftept1ons toward n1ne var1a les. descr1b1ng curr1-

culum cond1t1ons in a1ternat1ve schoo‘° Further, on e1ght of these nine

env1ronmenta1 d1mens1ons, the d1fferences between marg1na] ‘and non- marg1na1

' *

_1earner percept1ons.were cons1stent, regard]ess of the cu]tura] background

soc1a1 c]ass or sex of the" students These f1nd1ngs can be provis1ona11y 1nter-

_"reted as c]edr EV1dence that marg1na1 status 1s a powerfu] descr1pt1ve category

for understanding 1earner percept:Ons of srhoo] env1ronment o B

A o

-~ . °
BN

° : . . : ¥ - e o ‘ .
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Next, a grouped t test was conducted to examine whether the differences
between marginal and other 1earners were consistent across schoo]s T-test
!results revea]ed significant differences. (p <-05) consistent across schools
“on fiue variables (Extra- School Prioritiés, Discrimination, 0utreach Clarity
and Communication) In brief, marginal learners perceived more responsibiiities
- and d1ff1CU]t1e§Jfr0m outside the'schooi, greater’discrimination'against them-’
seives.and'others; fewer speciai efforts by teachers to heip.them 1ess ciear-

academic expectations and procedures, and less effective communication systems

in alterfiative schools. : . e R o . o - :
For a more'ih-depth look .at the differences between'marginai and non~ '/«

margina] learners, schoo] staffs refer to item reports like the one highiighted

in Appendix B.. There, the spec1fic perceptuai differences between marginai and

other students sugges? departure p01nts for creating 1earning env1ronments ‘that

i’better connect with. students whose 1earn1ng needs are not being well served by

durrent educationai settings In particuiar, the successes or difficuities of

. ..1ngiv1dua1-students can be productiveiy investigated. in the context of what is )

known‘about the differenees between- group perceptions While i€ is not possible -
to expiore extensively in this paper the impiications of these marginai learner
, f1nd1ngS, 1t should’ be piain that" schoo] practices effective with some 1earners
need to be adJusted “for others also to be successful. ... ]

| In sum, by comparing the perceptions of subgroups.w1thin a schoo] environ-,
ment, schoo] staffs can gain additional 1ns1ght into the effectiveness of the
learning env1ronments they have created for students The gaps between group
‘views of the same'enVironment initially puzzia.teachers and admihistrators,
'compeiiing them'to think_through their situations with information from-a new

,perspective.
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Uses of Student Perceptions: The Relationship of Environment and Behavior

4

)

A fourth use of student perceptions is to explore relationships among

the behavior of:participants and the perceived characteristics of their schools.

‘On a practical 1eve1, this exploration is the substance of a]] school dia]ogues

concern1ng the re]at1onsh1p between a group S percept1ons and the1r behavior.
However, this relationship 1nvo]ves the most highly theoret1ca1 of the uses of
student percept1pns. Until more is unc ‘stood about the med1at1ons between
percéived.envirohment and behavior, this use of s;udentvperceptions'may be of
greatest use to researchers. . | ‘

In the Innovat1ve Schoo] Study, pr1nc1pa1 and teacher s;c1a1 1nteract1on

was exam1ned in relation: to educat1ona1 env1rohment Collective percept1ons

L]

_.of students were obta1ned on the ESES 1nstrument, wh11e teacher percept1ons

of principal .and teacher behav1or were obta1ned from the 0rgan1zat1ona1 C11mate

Descr1pt1on Quest1onna1re (OCDQ). The canonica] corre]ation approach was

o

used to express, in a single index, the interrelationship between the various

.sets of mu1t1p1e var1ab1es
The canonical analysis proV1ded ev1dence that 1)ﬁ.a'high'degree of

re]atJonsh1p (.76, p< 01) exists between the behav1or of’teachgrs and the

_educatioha] environment; 2) the set of prihcipa] variab1es,was significantly

.related ( 60, p<. 05) to the set of teacher. behavior variables; ahd, 3) the

behav1or of the schoo] pr1nc1pa1 was related (.61, p ( 10) to the'ehvironmental

var1ab1es These general f1nd1nqs confirm- common views ef the role of the

. teacher and pr]nc1pa1~1n creating schoo] environments MOre important]y,'they _

offer the opportun1ty for hypothes1s test1ng concern1ng spec1f1c b1var1ate

>

o aspects of. these re]at1onsh1ps _ L ' _ » ‘_: , oo

Using Pearson product-moment correlations, s1xteen stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1-

cant relationships among pr]hc1pa1 behavior, teacher behay1or and, educational

<

° . \ . .
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environment were discovered The major findings can be summarized as follows:

1) The principa1 behaViors of thrust (p<.01) and cons1deration
(p <.05) were related to involvement (+), humanism (+), and

‘morale (+) in the school.

2) The teacher behaViors of disengagement and hindrance were .
significantly related (p{.01) to the educational environment ,
variables of involvement ( ), humanism (-), and morale (- )

3) The teacher behavior of esprit was significantly related (p <. 01)
to involvement (+), humanism (+),. mora]e (+), and resources (+).

“in the school. _ _ o .

In other. words, this ev1dence suggests, first, that princ1pa1s who make
evident efforts to improve the organization (thrust) but who do s0 in ways -
cons1derate of teachers (consideration) tend to create school environments
perceived by -students to encourage involvement to be humane, and, to be\‘
friendly or cheerful. * On the other hand, when teachers simply go through the
motions(disengagement) or fee] burdened by the principal w1th unnecessary busy
work (hindrance), students ténd to perceive their school environments as.
discouraging'participation, as insensitive to them,_and as unfriendly p]aces:"
However, when teachers Yeel a sense of accomplishment ahd invoivement at school
_ (esprit), students also ctaracterize their school env1ronments as respons1ve,
humane, friendly and abundant in 1earning resources

C]ear]y, principal, teachers and students live together in one inter-
connected environment. The character of this learning environment is directly'

inf]uenced by the behaviors of the participants, especially when the principal
or;teaqher feels no responsibility or power for determining what goes on in
ischoo]. While the evidence cited here does not estabiish'causal"reIationships,i'
,.it does open perspectives on common sense re]ationships among participants in
a shared'setting Again, it is clear that principals: and teachers need to
consider each other S perceptions, as well as student S perceptions, if they

9 i)

‘want to create productive, satisfying 1earn1ng communities

2G
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In sum, by sharing perceptions, school participants Obtain data that
provoke curricUlum dialogue -By analyzing perceptual data. in the four ways
suggested in this section, school staffs can prepare for carefully considered
action.based-on what they have learned about their schools.

Expressed, Implied and Emerging:
Curriculum as- Env1ronments for Learning -

The way educators think about curriculum influences how they act in school
To insure that perceptual information becomes a part of the way we think about
¢ | curriculum .an expanded meaning of curriculum is ‘needed that includes a piace
- v for the use of perceptions during curriculum decision-making. In thlS-flna]l
‘\section we advance a View of curriculum a$ env1ronments for learning, in an’

]
attempt to demonstrate how perceptions can be used by teachers acting in the

role of curriculum deciSion makers. L
| In'our view, the curriculum consists of both environmentalnand'perceived
" \conditiohs for learning Considered in its external or env1ronmental aspect
| the curriculum acts as a complex network of determinants exerting an influence
“on the behayior'of_inoividuals at chnol.  These determinants.are physical, |
- ~. - social and intellectuai conditions that shape and reinforce_behavior. For
example, the learner is exposed to a sequence-of learning\tasks; a collection
of  Jearning materials and the influence'of‘individual personalities and.collective
© norms. : ;' A | ' o
Although many writers have described the learning‘enVironment as -a power-
ful determinant of pupil behaVior ‘we caution that: not all of the school's
env1ronment should be considered "curriculum ! The external sources of a
school s env1ronment are multiple and complex: ‘from the influence of the.

physical plapt, to the social,and.economic_conditions'of-the neighborhood group,

30
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to the historic and econcm1c funct1on of schoo]1ng, to the pressures from the
Centra] 0ff1ce, to the availability of resources, etc Weereserye the term
curr1cu1um" for .the env:ronmental ingredients that have been:delibera'~ y
shaped to_create a contextgfbr.learning. Freud{sldictum, l.'Where id is. tet
eg0‘be,t urged his patients to seize hold of the impulsive,<contradiet0ry and
. Jirrationa]'mixnof pressures'ruling~their lives. In an ana]ogous way, we urge

"where unexam1ned “environment is, let curr1cu]um be" ‘to suggest that "curr1cu]um"

: refers to the cond1t1ons for learning that resu]t from the participative: process

- s

of constructing and re-construct1ng schoo] env1ronmen+s

‘ Furthermore the curr1cu1um cons1sts of env.ronmental stimuli as nterpreted
by part1c1pat1ng 1nd1v1dua1s As Murray suggested, it is the learner S percep-
t1on of " envnronmenta] roTes and expectations that gu1des his behav1or Individ-

ua]s construct; ant1c1pate and act1ve]y respond to env1ronmental conditions
based on the ways the; perceive them Because the 1nd1v1dua] S percept1ons
,of env1ronmenta] cond1t1ons also. serve as determ1nants of behav1or, curr1cu]um '
cons1sts, in our def1n1t1on,~of the 1nterna1 (or perce1ved), s well as the.
'externa]_(or environmental) conditions for learning;

When we;app]y'this;general meaning of curriculum to practica1 s;hoo]“
settings, we find that school."learning conditions are.characterized by the °
three<inter-re]ated‘dimensfonS'of curriEulum'described below. | In brief, the

" dynamic nature of curr1cu1um der1ves from the relationships among the’ expressed
‘the 1mp11ed and the emerg1ng”d1mens1ons of curr1cu1um ~-Thus, our v1ew’of
curr1cu]um as env1ronments for learning sees curr1cu1um as-consisting of
:env1r0nmenta1 and perce1ved cond1t1ons for 1earn1ng that can be further descr1bed

“in terms of their expressed, 1mp]1ed and emerg1ng dimensions.




‘The Expressed Dimension

‘This" dimension of curriculum is a Wr1tten statement expressed in terms

: of 1ntended ]earn1ng obJect1ves, 1earn1ng opportun1t1es, a sequence of contenc,_p
and eva]uat1on procedures The expressed d1mens1on is the course of study

or the sy]]abus, an* acknow]edged p]an stating what is to be learned and
descr1b1ng how to teach and evaluate.. Usua]]y, academ1c d1sc1p]1nes are one

major data sourte for dec1d1ng expressed curr1cu1um

The Implied Dimension

This dimension of curriéulum consistswotAimp]ied messages recéi;ed by
]earners from the physical, soc1a] and intellectual env1ronment .of the schoo]
Similar to what is known as the hidden curriculum, this d1mens1on 1nc1udes
the unstated and unplanned messages g1Ven of f by the rules. and trad1t1ons
_embedded as regu]ar1t1es in the ongoing way of ]1fe in a school”and its ,class-
rooms., Aizn, the implied d1mens1on refers to un1ntended 1earn1ng that results -
‘because of what is 1nc]uded or om1tted in the content that is taught. The
cond1t1ons of the 1mp]1ed are. further spe]]ed out in those'act1ons of students -
and adults wh1ch are only rare]y verbalized or explained. The 1mp11ed d1mens1on_:

71s critical because the learnersr bercept1ons of the conditions that make up

-the habitat of the schoo] and c]assroom resu]t in a persona] view that 1nf]uences

F

either positive or negative ]earn1ng For this reason, the percept1ons of students

toward "the schoo] and c]assroom env1ronment are the central daia source for _'

-

recogn121ng and shap1ngrthe 1mp]1ed curriculum;

The Emergent Dimension

This dimension of curriculum includes the ongoing:aTtérations, adjustments
- and additions that are made in the expressed and implied curricula in order to

- insure harmony between the uriiqueness of the individual rearner and the character
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_ of the ccrrfculum; . The emergent'serues as a corrective measure to smooth
and put,the'expressed and imp]ied:parts of the curricu1um in Tine with eagh
other andlmith learners. - In other mords,.the'emergent dimension intervenes
when there,are'excesije gaps betWeenllearners and the curriculum. Emergent
- decision-making seeks to reduce chances of ”isconnection, unnecessary failure
or unintended boredom For .this reason, the needs of the learner are the maJor .
data source for the emergent dimension. . 
| -In short, de]1berate1y constructed env1ronments for ]earn1ng take 1nto
_ account three related’ d1mens1ons of curriculum. When we describe 1earn1ng
conditions in their expressed, implied and‘emergent dimensions s, We are attempting
to 1nterre1ate the pract1ca] realities of curriculum as it exists for teachers
_ and pup11s in schoo]s To c]ar1fy the use of percept1ons 1n curriculum dec1s1o.e

_mak1ng, let us now briefly describe the curr1cu1um deve]opment cyc]e suggested

)
¢

by th1s mean1ng of curriculum. 26
wh11e the expressed d1mens1on is trad1t1ona1]y the most -prominent 1n
teacher s th1nK1ng, in our v1ew it is pr1mar11y the initial dimension:or start-

-ing po1nt.- From the begrnn1ng, 1earn1ng cond1t1ons created by~teachers have-

B expressed e]ements (1ntended 1earn1ngs, major c0ncepts, p]anned 1earn1ng

- opportun1t1es) but, 1mmed1ate1y after 1nstruct1on begins, the implied messages

‘ and consequences of the organ1zat1on of the expressed e]ements are felt by
Tearners. Nhen teachers reCogn1ze serious gaps between_the1r'1earn1ng environ- -
ments and the desired perceptions;and7oehavior of théir students, they can act
in'anhemergent fashion to revise the curriculum. whenastudent perceptions and °
behauiors indicate that certafn curriculum conditions are leading to desired‘
learning, the teaCher can a]so act in an emergent way to reinforce or-extend.

thOse.curriculum practices; Gurriculum-making,'then-is the ongoing creation of
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conditions for learning. In th1s view, teachers have the respons1b111ty for

shaping 1earn1ng conditions that 11nk pupi’ls to the curriculum. through ongo1ng

-refinement and a]terat1on of its expressed, 1mp11ed and emergent,d1mens1ons,

A brief discussion of teacher decision-making for each curriculum dimension

ui]] explain further this_curricu]um-deve]opmeht cycle.

Decisign-Making for the Expressed Dimension-

The decision- mak1ng process for ‘the expressed d1mens1on will be the most

" familiar to curr1cu1um theor1sts, s1nce 1t is c]osest to Tyler's c]ass1ca1

curriculum deve]opment process. F1gure 1 presents the dec1s1on-mak1ng steps.

\‘-Bu11d1ng from a platform of shared values, images and be11efs, teachars 1dent1fy

_and organize both 1ntended and des1rab]e env1ronmenta1 cond1t1ons, lead1ng to

p]anned 1earn1ng opportun1t1es for students Next, teachers co]]ect perceptua]
and other evaluation data assess1ng the effect1veness w1th 1earners of the
expressed curr1cu1um _ | ' ; _ A

"The start1ng po1nt;-then, is.a curricU]um p]atforh,27'defined‘as the
system of be11efs and values the curr1cu1um deve]oper uses to gu1de the deve]op-
ment of curriculum.. %hrough a process of del1berat1on involving educators,
students, parents and commun1ty representat1ves, decisions are made. concern1ng

bofh the 1ntended learnings and the des1rab1e educat1ona] conditions in the

'-school. -This statement of desirable educat1ona1 cond1t1ons shou]d describe in

o9

_content, the schooi~and c]assrooms in ]fne with the platform and the stated*

. general terms the k1nd of individuals the school seeks to develop and the 1ntended

L

character of the 1nst1tut1on as a learning commun1ty

Ihe.next step in the dec1sxon-mak]ng process is to organize the subject

L

aims. ‘The processes and c0ns1derat1ons at this stage are too mu1t1p1e and comp]ex

for a deta1]ed set of recommendat1ons to be advanced in th1s paper. Neverthe]ess;

I3

e
Ma
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Curriculum Decision Making for the Expresséd Dimension

FIGURE 1
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iit should be said that this is.the point for the structures of the academic'(

disciplines to be considered, and for the intended learnings to-tske on
appropriate scope, .sequence, and integration Simi]ar]y, careful attention

is due the consequences of d1fferent forms of schoo] and c]assroom organ1zat1on..

wh1ch are means to the ends that have been set

Once subJect matter and env1ronment have been organized ‘the teacher - .
creates p]anned learning opportunities for students. Whether course sy]]ab1,'

1nstruct1ona] un1ts or lesson p]ans, these are the 1ast product of expressed

. curriculum”before 1nstruct1on When the p]an'1s-1mp]emented in the classroom,

‘a chang1ng set of curr1cu]um cond1t1ons is created. The expressed deciston- -
mak1ng prbcess ends with the def1nrt1on of eva]uat1on and assessment approaches
for determ1n1ng both the results of 1nstruct1on and the match "between the
curniculum and learner.' Thus, the-expressed decnswon-mak1ng process leads
d%rectly:to’both the implied and emergent dimensions which focus on reinforcing

and improving the ongoing,implementation of expressed curriculum.

o

Decision Making for the Implied Dimension

purpose of_co]]ect1ng and assessing perceptua]xdata is for teachers to reach

- Using perceptual data, the imp]ied decision making process determines
whether curriculum cond1t1ons create s1tuat1ons of congruence or d1sconnect1on

for learners As Figure 2 -indicates, the f1rst step is to co]]ect perceptua]

.data concerning thevmatch\between curr1cu1um cond1t1ons and learners Wh1.e

an effective teacher is constantly we1gh1ng the 1mp]1cat1ons of student re-

N

.sponses to 1earn1ng act1V1t1es, sens1t1ve 1nstruments Tike the ones d1scussed

above . have a]so‘been-developed to co{]ect and summarize student percept1ons

‘toward key dimensions of a learning eanronment Perceptua] data is used to

N\

1dent1ry 1mp11cat1ons of the curriculum cond1t1ons for 1nd1v1duals The - . -

'\\\\C %



FIGURE 2

Curr‘cu]um Decision. Making T ' -
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! e conscious recognition about the relationship between -each pugil and the
curriculum We have infmind something akin co Dewey‘s concent'of problem-
def1n7t!on, in wh1ch the transformation of an 1ndeterm1nate s1tuat1on 1ntg ,
j"a problem" 1s seen as the first step in 1nqu1ry 28 The dec1s1on made during
consideration of the 1mp11ed curr1cu1um d1mens1on is clear cut a s1tuat1on
of re]at1ve d1sconnect1on or re]at1ve congruence exists-: for groups or 1nd1v1d-»

uals.. W1th th1s dec1s1on reached, 1nqu1ry has begun and the teacher now moves

to the emergent decision mak1ng system.
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e

Decision-Making for the Emergent Dimension ) R

_ Figure;é,diagrahs the inquiry nrocess involved in the emergent dimension.
Based on a recognttion of the disconnection or congrdence between learners
and curriculum, decision making for emergent curricu]um;geyelops a critical
consciousness-ofuthe sources of congrdence or disconnection, and plans
'supportive or correctiye action to create more effective curriculum conditions.

| As we have\seen, the perceptions of students_are an important data source
:for Jjudging the relationship between curriculum and students. Other evaluation
data_from achievement tests, aptitude tests, interest inVentories, or attitude
scales can a]so indirectly suggest disconnection of congrUence In e1ther

) event, recogn1t1on of a prob]em or.desirable condition launches inquiry.” The -
next step is for teachers to identify the const1tuent elements of the curriculum
conditidns that are inf]uencing disconnection or congruence. .Using Fre1re S
lterm "nam1ng", th1s step refers to the format1on of hypotheses concerning why -
4@ learner is d1sconnected.or successful The hypotheses formed dur1ng the
nam1ng process are not 11ke1y'to def1ne causal re]at1onsths in the str1ct
sense. Rather, a cr1t1ca1 consc1ousness of the curr1cu1um context in wh1ch
_1earn1ng occurs for 1nd1v1dua1 pupils shou]d develop
Based on a~growing understand1ng of curr1cu1um cond1t1dns, a teacher can
take support1ve ac+1on to re1nforce and mot1vate successful student behav1or-
A]ternat1ve1y, the teacher can beg1n corrective action to- reduce or . e11m1nate.
‘poss1ble sources. of d1sconnett1on betweep- student.and curriculum. As Dewey-
points out, alterations in.a'learning environment are-experimentaj in-nature, :
-especially at first2~ Based oneexploratory hypotheses, poésib]y‘ré]evant |
..solutions come.to mind Emergent 1deas that "peg\out" dur1ng the determ1nat1on |

of factua] cond1t1ons are, in Dewey S terms, . 5
. - .4 :
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- " FIGURE 3
’ Decision Making for the Emergent Dimension
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“anticipated consequencés (forecasts) of what will
.. happen when certain operations are executed under - ' .
_ - -and with respect to observed conditions... The
. more the facts of the case come to llght in conse-
- quehce of being subjected to observation,. the
‘clearer and more pertinent become the’ conceptions
of the way the probler; const1tuted by these facts
is to be dealt w1th 29

In fact, as cr1t1ca] consc1ousness of curr1cu]um ccnd1t1ons develops, the
funct1ona1 .1tness of emergent so]ut1ons becomes easier for the teacher to
"assess. In otherwwords, the experJenced env1ronmenta11st teacher, after
v1ew1ng behav1or and considering perceptual data from a 1earner, can make
fh1gh1y accurate pred1ct1ors as to the effect1veness of poss1b1e curr1cu1um

approaches. Since the end of the emergent dec1s1on-mak1ng system is more -

Aeffect1ve curriculum condit1ons, the process of curriculum reconstrué:1on

. ’ ‘ .
- o I'4
o .39
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. shoﬁ]d be an ongoing series of'increasing]y accurate emergent dECisidns

a

. concern1ng ways to 1ncrease the match between the 1earner and curriculum,

T

.; In sum, as Figure 4 shows, the three d1mens1ons of curriculum deve]opmenti

are’des1gned as 1nter-re1a+ed systems each contr1but1ng to effective. curr1cu]um

\\

\J’ { cond1t1ons The expressed d1mens1on, curr1Cu]um S c]ass1ca1 start1ng po1nt

creates th° p]anned 1earn1ng opportun1t1es that beg1n the cycle. Once instruc-

. tion has hggun, the implied curr1cu1um bqumes increasingly salient, ard '
i;”]earner's perceptions are collected in an ongping monitoring of the fit between

students and the~curricu1um " From- th1s prob]em (or success) recoénition

iy

process, emergent curr1cu1um decisions are made to correct or re1n;orce ﬁey

®y
curr1cu1um cond1t1ons N

.l .

S £

T 5"* FIGURE4 . .
- » The Multi DTmens1ona] Approach To Curr1cu]um
a _ Dec1s1on Making

Emergent 'Decisio
Making

-

Effective
. Curriculum
N\ Conditions”
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" Making




_ - -Conclusion

Ways: of thnking about curriculUm are Iikely Lo change only when o
' teachers seize ex1st1ng opportun1t1es for’ creat1ng productive env1ronments
' for iearning In this paper,” perceptuai inquiry is proposed as a m1ss1ng
;1ngredient to cataiyi:/cyrricuium diaiogue in schoois, because a teacher

"can do something abo hat he or she learns from student perceptions

iStudent perceptions oY their schooi environment do not suggest how much
"something costs, whose author1ty is be1ng chaiienged or how much time
: improvement will take Instead, student perceptions tell teacherS'pre- :
| cisely how the iearning engironment in their ciassroom or schooi 1s con- |

‘necting to student needs f:;g;:gyth, chaiienge and knowiedge When curr14

cuium is v1ewed through th es of students, learning conditions prev1ous1yf
| accepted as g1ven or uncqadgeabie can be 'reperce1Ved by teachers who search
.together for better ways to reconstruct the curr1cuium By being recept1ve.
to other ways of perce1v1ng and thinking about curricuium, perhaps teachers
j can deve10p the will and commitment to reconceptua]ize the1r own schools.
‘The present paper” advances ways of coiiecting and us1ng ‘'student perceptions,
- and of th1nkﬂng about curr1cu1um that can engage teachers in thislimportant
responsibiiity Oniy when teachers, pr1ncipais and students together take
'the lead will our. schoois become better places 1n which to iive and learpn.

:”7"’
' H
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- PLEASE NOTE:

A specimen set of the Elementary School Enyiﬁonﬁent_Survey and.

the -Alternative School Environment Survey is available upon request.’
Also, an agreement for péfmission‘to use the instruments is neéeSsary ;

and can: be obtained by contacting:

‘Dr. ‘Robert L. Sinclair  °
. Professor of Education
A School ‘of Education
o _ University of Massachusetts
' Amherst, MA 01003
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STUDY OF SELECTED LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS o ' \.\

: J This report summarizes the views of students from your school

who responded ‘to the Alternative School "Environment Survey (ASES),

a.-survey of student perceptions toward alternative school programs.
"One major ‘purpose of this siurvey is ‘to collect the perceptions of
learners who were not considered to be fully involved in the program.;
S The views of those learners considered to be on the margins of the
educational environment were compared to the views of students who
were thought to be more involved and engaged with the school. .When
answering the survey questions, all stud;:ts reported on . the presence'
,or absencebof eleven_selected variables‘whichlare likely to influence
involvement in the school environment} | |
. Please note that tnere are no right or wrong‘answers to the‘
survey:questions. As in public opinion polling theory, this survey
tells you how the students who live and Téarn in the-school view;the
L learning environment; In other words, we are not:judging if your school
setting is good or bad. Rather, we_are.simply reporting what the |
perceptions of students wereltoward selected dimensions -of the educa-
tional'environment in_your school. 'As you know, we believe that
environment is a powerful,influence on human behavior and_weithink

-

that it is the student's perception of the environment that will or

- will not assist that individual in accomplishing desired learning

It is for this reasoh that we are interested in the school as seen

through the eyes of learners. o ) . i S '

o




. . . * . . . ' . ‘ )
This report'is'divided.into'four sections. First, .a bar

graph represents the scores of all learners on each variable.

RS

Some cotiments that might be useful to you in interpreting thisl
.:,graph are then presented These comments.can be used as

possible reference points for discussions.among your staff and
students about ways to make the environment even more responsive.'
'Second, the views of learners on the margins of the school are
'compared with the views of other learners in the school These
data might help to provide some insight. into why Some students are
not more involved Third, definitions of the.variables are pro-.

A
vided - to aid you in interpreting and discussing this information.

a

Y
Finally, a computer print-out for your school provides an item-

by—item analysis of student perceptions toward the environment.

.
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_Student- Perceptions

. o 'Students report that this school makes special efforts to help them :
learn (Outreach). In particular, they- -view their teachers as rela-

- tively effective at. encouraging them to learn. -For example; 93% of
the students-indicated that their teachers paid attention to- ‘them
when the students needed help (Teacher Effectiveness)r

/ . .

o This school is viewed as moderately effective at resolving its organi-

. -zational and student problems (Problem-Solving). - For example, 257 of
the students agreed with the statement, "The teachers who work with me
most do not really help me with my school problems.! 'Although nearly
-75% of the .students -thought the school was good at:solving its owm
problems, ‘only 40% of the s tudents felt that the school had solved

¢ .most of its problems. In particular, discrimination is viewed as

’ * a minor problem in the current environment. For example, 37% of the

. students report that they do not get along well with students from.

‘- . a different race (Discrimination)

N

- o
’
¢

o Academlc expectations and standards arfe clear to students in this
School (Clarity). For example, 87% of - the students agree that they *
» know exactly what they have to do to earn credit. In addition, the .
. school is. viewgd as” only moderately difficult or challenging by students,
Nearly half the students report that, overall -theilr classes are easy,
and 30% of the students said that their classes.didn t move quickly
enough for them (Difficulty) .. ‘

. ‘\o-' N . . .
.0 Communication processes designed to provide information needed by -
‘students. are. viewed as: relatively effective (Communication) For °
example,/ 834 of the students _agree that there are clear ways for
. getting. questions answered at this school. However, only.50% of ‘the .
"students said. that they received the information they needed throygh
meetings with theirlteachers. . . . ~3

A

6o *

v %

~ o‘ School policies defining what students are permitted to dd when not
in é%:ss are viewed as relatively clear by students. For example,
almo 80% of the students were aware of specific rules that tiiey -

must obey. .However, two-thirds of the students said nothing serious

would happen if they cut a class (Limits) )

‘v -

Students feel moderately handicapped.by previous academic deficiencies
(Mis-Schooling). While 8% reported serious reading and writing weak-
nesses, 374" reported math deficienciés stemming from ‘previous schools,
Responsibilities ‘and difficulties from odutside the school (Extra-School
Priorities) are .also seeh as interfering with school work. For example,
Loe 37% \the students reported that "many things outside school interfere
’%school work "o , : v
. . .. . « d
ﬁ'- cl L P o g . N
- . g\,' i . :
Studeﬁt peer - groups sometimes encourage and sometimes discourage in-
volvement in learning (Peer Influence) While more than . two-thirdq -

83"
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. . of the students agree that their friends encourage. them to go to class:
. . and-do well'in school, nearly. 80% of the students have skipped class
- with friends. ,Further, two-thirds of the. students report a difference-
between what the school wants them to do and what their friends}wapt
them to'do. . : . .
g \ .
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_v

LEARNERS ON THE MARGINS' COMPARED WITH OTHER STUDENTS

‘Inis section reports on scores showing differences among both
groups of students: Also, specific survey items perceived differently
by both groups are listed. / . :

.Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views

’ Score For Score For

variable -: ’ » Marginzi_fe;rners‘ ' Non-Marginal Ledrners
hobiem‘Solving - . 9 | | : i V 1%
ommunication . ' h o1 ' — T, 'LA
ﬂarfty. L =. | ) m <13 T o 16
leer Infiuence o | L 7 o ) 10 -

I
-~

Items Showing Greatest Difference of Views

The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
- who answered in a keyed direction is reported ‘along with the percent
of, Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A
comparison between these two scores shows fthe differences in perception
between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True, F= False.

VARIABLE ' .« - | KEY M NM

Frob lem So lv&n 2

44)' I think ‘this school is good at solving its own problems. T 54% 79%
1) The teachers who work with me most do not really help me : R ,
o with'my school problems. _ . F 62% 797
14) At. this school, we have meetings which actually solve : -
school problems. _ : _ : T . 39% 547
ﬁmmunication B .
28)~ If L'did not go o a meeting for all the students, I
" would miss a lot. : . : T. 25% 45%
,24) ‘There-are'clear~wsys of getting questions answered at _' '
. this school. - - ' : : - T 697 85%
' 11) Large meetings are pretty confusing here. . _F 547 69%
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LEARNERS ON THE MARGINS COMPARED WITH .O"I'HER STUDENTS.

This section reports on scores'showing differences emong both
groups of students. Also, specific survey items perceived ‘differently
by both groups are listed. ' ' : :

|l

Variables Showing Greatest Difference of Views

‘ Score For T Score For
Variable : Marginal Learners - Non-Marginal Learners
roblem Solving B - 9 : - . C13 |
'hemunication._ : ' i - / : 14
llarity _ 13 : - 16
leer Iﬁflueeee B | S . A'e | U 10

S . . -

Ltems Showing Greatest Difference.of Views

The percent of students who are marginal to the environment (M)
who answered in a keyed direction is reported along with the percent
of Non-Marginal (NM) students who answered in the same way. A .
. comparison between these two scores shows the differences in perception
. between the two groups of students. The answer key is T = True; F = False.

VARLABLE : : KEY' M NM
- | - -

Jroblem Sélving . o o :
44) I think this. school 1s good.at-solving its own problems. T 54%. 79%

"1}  The teachers who work with me most.do not really help me

- with my school problems. F 627 797

- 14) At this school, we have meetings_which.ectually solve

school problems. - : . T 39%2 547
Jumunication S _
28’ 'Lf I did no;'go to a meeting for all the students, I '
would miss & lot. ‘ T - 25% 457
24) There are clear ways of getting questions answered at : ' /
| this school. o - 697 851/
. Ll)' Large meetings are pretfy confusing here, ' ; F 547 69%

.ESE;. | | - I 'f:rA ' N /[




' VARIABLE .

arity h .
12) I'm still not sure how to change my class schedule,

74) When I waaLa new student, it took a long time to learn
how td make a schedule "and get credit at this school.
: | .

7) 1'm not sure if it is really OK to miss a class.

er Influéncé

35) I might do better in school if I went around with a
different group.

85) .I get into trouble at school Qhen I do whay my friends
. want to do. ’ T

'58) There's a difference between'what the school says\we
. should do and what my friends and I really want to do.

1

E3

62%

58%,

54%

58%
58%

23%

897

86%

35%
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[ ]
‘These eleven Variables likely to influence a learner's interactions with .alternative school
environments have been identified. through a review of the literature, and through practical
experiencé with. alternative school environments. Further, the variables have been screened
for validity and reliability by panels of teachers, administrators, curriculum specialists,
and pupils. In this deecription each variable is named and briefly defined. Assumptions
underlying eachn vafiable that are related to the problem of margirial learners are then
"advanced. :

Variable - ‘ : :
Descriptor - Variable Definition Assumptions.
- 1. "OUTREACH" This variable describes the In part, some students may be disconnected
degree to which the school makes from school environments because few
special efforts to involve a . affirmative actions are being taken A
pupil in learning. _ to reach them in either formal, personal
. or curricular ways.
.2. '"PROBLEM- - This variable considers the In part some students may be disconnected
SOLVING" 'school's ability to resolve its from school environments because the A
: own problems as an organization, school is unable to define and solve. its
as well as the school-related problems, L
. _problems of its individual In addition, it is assumed that the
. .members, : , y A : .
: \ school capable of solving its organi-

, zational problems is better able to help
individual members of the school with
their school-related difficulties.

3. "LIMITS" This variable describes the In part some students may be disconnected

: ' nature of the norms for accep- ‘from school environments because the
table personélﬂconduct in a limits for acceptable personal conduct
school. : are not defined clearly or upheld

‘ ‘ consistently, ' A

| ‘ In addition, it is assumed that student"

% : S o participation in determining such limits
B ‘ o Promotes increased clarity and mote

. consistent enforcement. o

4. "COMMUNI- This variable determines .the - In part some students may be disconnected «

CATION": : effectiveness of processes. from school-environments because existing,
designed to provide.infor- school counseling, decision-making and h

’ mation necessary to fully ~ orientation processes do not consistently
satisfying . involvement in reach them with the necessary information.
school. . and assistance they need to avoid
' difficulties in school.

5. "DISCRIMINATION” This variable describes - In part some students may be disconnected
school conditions where from school environments because they are
individuals -or groups' receive discriminated against by other students
‘negative treatment from or by teachers, ’ .

- “people who. respond unfavor-

" ably to a person's social
class, - cultural background
gender or verbal .ability
level.,
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Variable
Descriptor
6. '"CLARITY"

7. '"DIFFICULTY"

8. '"TEACHER :
EFFECTIVENESS"

Variable Definition

This variable considers the
clarity of academic expecta-
tions and standards.

This variable determines the
difficulty of the academic
content ‘and process: '

o

This.variable describes how
effectively the alternative

. school teachers encourage

9. "MIS-SCHOOLING'

* 10, "PEER INFLUENCE"

11, "EXTRA-SCHOOL .
PRIORITIES"

involvement in learning.

e

1

This variable considers how
a learner's previous.experi-
ences in school influence his
or her current involvement and

success in learning.

This variable describes how
peer group pressures influence

involvement in school.

" This variable. considers how
responsibilities and difficul-

ties outside of school influence -
"involvement in learnimg.

oY

57

ASsumEtions

In part some students may be disconnected.

from school environments because they

~do not know clearly what is expected -

from them.

'Inipart some students may be disconnected
“from their school environments because-

the formal processes and content of
their academic work are too difficult
for them.

It is assumed that teacher-student
relationships in .alternative schools

. tend to be more informal, more friendly,
. more open to criticism, less time-bound,

and less authoritarian than teacher-
student relationships in traditional
high school programs. -

In addition, it is assumed that some
students may be disconnected from s’chool
environments because this gtyle of
teacher-student relations does not
effectively serve their needs,

In part some learners may be disconnectedv
from school environments because their '

. lack of skills and information, as well

as their previous habits of poor academic
and disciplinary performance, lead them
to withdraw from the current environment.

“In part some learners may be disconnected
from school environments because they -are

susceptible to the influence of friends.
who urge them to act contrary to school
expectations. : :

In part_some students may be_disconnecte&
from school environments because personal/
social difficulties and responsibilities
from -outside the school conflict, with

and prevent full involvement with the
school. ‘




